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10th Mountain Division—headquarters and

two brigades at Fort Drum, NY.
25th Infantry Division—headquarters and

two brigades at Schofield Barracks, HI, one
brigade at Fort Lewis, WA.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I yield the last 2 minutes of
the special order to our friend, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAPPAS).

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, I take my
job as a Member of Congress very seri-
ously. No responsibility is more impor-
tant than Congress’ role to provide for
the Senate defense. This responsibility,
before all others, is why we are here.
Yet, today, we face threats. Our troops
face threats. Our allies face threats.
Our interests face threats.

The May 1, 1998 Washington Times
reported that China has at least 13
intercontinental ballistic missiles
aimed at American soil. We cannot de-
fend against an attack because we can-
not afford national missile defense. Our
troops in Korea and elsewhere have
missiles of mass destruction with
chemical and biological weapons aimed
at them. We cannot protect them ei-
ther. It is not just missiles.

New technology poses new threats.
For example, computer hackers in a
rogue nation can break into our com-
puters and cripple our military com-
munications systems.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank my col-
leagues for arranging this special order today
to focus on the plight of the Department of De-
fense (DoD) and its ever declining budget.
This is the 14th straight year that DoD funding
has decreased. Readiness is suffering be-
cause DoD does not have enough funds to
train its soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines.
Readiness is suffering because military per-
sonnel are leaving the force because they are
away from their families too often and when
they are home, their quality of life is declining.
If the force is not ready, it cannot protect this
nation.

Bedsies readiness concerns, the force also
cannot protect the nation if its equipment is
not the best in the world. The planned budgets
do not provide sufficiently to upgrade the mili-
tary’s equipment. How can we send these
young men and women to battle without the
best equipment?

The Army in particular is suffering greatly
under the current and future budget plans.
The Army is doing much more with much less.
Since the end of the Cold War, the size of the
force has shrunk by 300,000. At the same
time, however, Army deployments have in-
creased by 300%. Sixty percent of the forces
committed to the multiple operations across
the world is Army. Even so, the Army receives
less than one fourth of DoD’s funding. The
Army simply does not have the funding nec-
essary to complete all of the missions being
required of it.

Due to insufficient budgets planned for the
future, the Army is being forced to make cuts
that are unacceptable and it is being forced to
make these cuts in ways that do not make
sense. Just today, I was in a meeting concern-
ing civilian cuts to Army training posts. We
were told that cuts have to be made be-
cause—bottom line—the budget is too low. At
the same time, the Army is looking at ways to
privatize some of its activities. The Army is

supposed to study which jobs can be
outsourced and maintain the personnel for the
jobs which cannot be outsourced. Due to
budgetary constraints, however, the Army is
cutting in a haphazard manner—losing many
of those civilians who really may be essential
to Army activities.

The vast decline in the national security
budget is requiring these cuts to be made in
ways that do not make sense. We are eating
our seed corn. The average age of a DoD ci-
vilian is now close to 50 years old. Within five
years, it would seem that all those with experi-
ence and knowledge will make it to retirement
and leave. This will leave our defense depart-
ment without individuals with any institutional
knowledge.

I urge the President and my colleagues in
Congress to increase the defense budget. As
a Vietnam veteran, I understand the need for
quality equipment. I understand the need for
high morale in soldiers. As a former civil serv-
ant, I understand the importance of civil serv-
ants to running an agency and the need for
high morale among their ranks to operate well.
If the defense budget is not increased in the
outyears, the military’s equipment will be insuf-
ficient and the personnel—both uniformed and
civilian—will continue to be demoralized.
And—we will no longer be able to claim to be
the best and strongest military in the world.

Without our strong military, we would not be
the country that we are today. Remember that
we could actually have lost several wars this
century and we could all be speaking German.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on the subject of my spe-
cial order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
f

RWANDAN GENOCIDE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentlewoman from
Georgia (Ms. MCKINNEY) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
minority leader.

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, during
World War II, the world stood by and
watched as innocent men, women, and
children were exterminated for no
other reason than their ethnicity. The
world said never again.

Well, 50 years later in Rwanda, the
world stood by and watched as inno-
cent men, women, and children were
exterminated for no other reason than
their ethnicity. Knowing that a geno-
cide was about to occur, the world
turned away or said this is not my
problem. During the genocide, many
said this is bad, but they did not act.
After the genocide, the world offered
reasons and apologies for its inaction.

Mr. Speaker, the world forgot the
promise it made right after World War
II. Indeed, the promise of ‘‘never
again’’ was left tragically unfulfilled.

In 1994, close to 1 million people were
killed in a planned and systematic
genocide.

Today the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations and Human Rights
of the Committee on International Re-
lations held an important hearing to
begin answering some important ques-
tions. How could the world tolerate
such violence? Who is responsible? Why
did the international community fail
to respond? How can we stop the con-
tinuing cycle of violence in the Great
Lakes region?

I would like to thank the chairman
of the subcommittee, my good friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey, (Mr.
SMITH) for his courage and compassion
for addressing this important issue. I
think it is important that people un-
derstand the history of the relationship
between the indigenous peoples of
Rwanda.

Prior to the 20th century colonial-
ism, Rwandan Hutus and Tutsis were
identified, not by their ethnicity, but
by their economic status. For example
a Tutsi was considered a wealthy and
prominent person in the community,
while Hutus were often poor. However,
if a Tutsi were to lose his or her
wealth, they would then be considered
a Hutu. Similarly, a Hutu who had
climbed an economic ladder would then
be considered a Tutsi. Thus, a distinc-
tion was not based on ethnicity but by
standing in the community.

However, after centuries of living to-
gether in relative peace, Rwandan
Hutus and Tutsis were taught to fear
and mistrust one another because of
disparaging treatment at the hands of
Belgian colonialists.

The Belgians treated Tutsis as an
upper class, providing them with an
education and important government
positions, while relegating the major-
ity Hutu population to agricultural
work and manual labor. Furthermore,
the Belgians began requiring Hutus and
Tutsis to carry identification cards,
further creating an atmosphere of fear
and hatred.

The strong animosity created by the
colonialists was maintained after inde-
pendence as extremist Hutu leaders
sought to strike back at Tutsis by re-
moving them from all positions of
power and refraining from punishing
those who committed acts of violence
against Tutsi civilians.

The ethnic cleansing of Tutsis in the
early 1960s led to an exile population
that was spread across Uganda, Zaire,
Burundi, and Tanzania. Persecution
and expulsion of minority Tutsis and
moderate Hutus continued throughout
the 1980s and early 1990s until the trag-
ic events unfolded that led to the 1994
genocide.

I provide this history, Mr. Speaker,
to enlighten those who find it conven-
ient to attribute the Rwandan genocide
to the irrational, quote, ‘‘tribal hatred
and bloodthirstiness of Africans.’’
Rather, what subsequent investiga-
tions have revealed is that the killings
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were not spontaneous expressions of in-
evitable hatred, but a well-orches-
trated, patterned genocide planned for
and prepared by extremists, indeed,
ethnic extremists to be sure, but essen-
tially extremists concerned with hold-
ing on to power and wealth that they
had come to control after 20 years in
power.

The tribal card was played by these
extremists who accused any Hutu who
did not join in their cause of betraying
Hutus and using propaganda and fear,
the twin tactics of Nazis and Fascists
in Europe, to intimidate many to join
them in killing. Those who resisted,
many of them being moderate Hutus,
were themselves murdered.

What makes the genocide even more
tragic, Mr. Speaker, is that the United
States, United Nations as well as the
United States and its allies, could eas-
ily have prevented this slaughter.

After the death of 10 Belgian United
Nations peacekeepers at the hands of
extremist militias known as
Interahamwe, Belgium decided to re-
move all of their troops. To keep from
appearing as if they were acting alone,
the Belgian Foreign Minister tele-
phoned U.S. Secretary of State Warren
Christopher and asked if the United
States would call for the withdrawal of
all UNAMIR troops.

The United States agreed, and de-
spite the calls for additional assistance
from General Romeo Dallaire, the
United Nation’s Supreme Commander
in Rwanda, the Security Council voted
to withdraw all but a few of the peace-
keepers.

Most of the Interahamwe were armed
with nothing more than machetes and
clubs. Thus, a well-armed force of a few
thousand strategically placed peace-
keepers could have stopped or at least
greatly reduced the killing.

Regardless, eventually the truth will
be known.

It is interesting that Secretary Gen-
eral Kofi Annan will be in Kigali to-
morrow. Perhaps his visit will shed
some light on the reasons why the
United Nations and the international
community abdicated its responsibility
in 1994.

Mr. Speaker, there is a definition for
the word genocide. However, just as the
Holocaust can only be appreciated
after viewing the tragic footage taken
during and immediately after World
War II, I have brought some visual aids
that truly define the Rwandan geno-
cide. These photographs are the result
of the inaction of the United States,
the United Nations, and U.S. allies.
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Mr. Speaker, I have personally seen
images like the ones that I will show
when I traveled to Rwanda. And as dis-
turbing as these photographs are, I as-
sure my colleagues that the effect in
person is much greater.

I would like to thank the witnesses
that testified in our hearing today,
some of whom traveled great distances
to be with us. They came because of

the tragedy that the world knows as
Rwanda. They came because they
viewed the hearing as an important
step in informing the Congress and the
American people of what went wrong in
Rwanda and how we can help to make
things right. But although these wit-
nesses traveled great distances to be
with us, I regret that the United States
Department of State deemed the hear-
ing investigating this tragedy, the
death of 1 million men, women, and
children, unworthy of their traveling
just across town.

In the weeks leading up to today,
State Department officials telephoned
my office on more than one occasion
expressing their displeasure with the
idea of this hearing. One person actu-
ally raised their voice at my staff, as-
serting that this hearing was com-
pletely unnecessary. All of this opposi-
tion raises the question as to whether
certain State Department officials be-
lieve that such efforts are truly unwor-
thy of their participation, or perhaps
there is another reason why they did
not want the event of today to take
place.

Mr. Speaker, I must state that the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) and I, along with the other
members of the committee, are not en-
gaging in this exercise simply to em-
barrass specific leaders and individ-
uals; rather, we proceed with the rec-
ognition that to change the future one
must first recognize the mistakes of
the past.

President Clinton’s historic trip to
Rwanda was an important first step to-
ward the United States rehabilitating
itself for abdicating its leadership and
morality in 1994. However, we must go
further. We must begin to work in
partnership with the Rwandan Govern-
ment so that its people and the people
of central Africa can begin to recover
from this horrendous chapter in world
history.

Formulating an effective policy can
only be accomplished through learning
from previous mistakes, from rehabili-
tation. And so it must be clear that our
purpose for asking how and why is not
simply to condemn, but rather to en-
sure that never again really means
never again.

The Great Lakes region has vast nat-
ural and human resources, offering
enormous economic potential. Crafting
an effective partnership with this re-
gion will benefit the people of central
Africa and the United States.

And now, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to recognize a colleague of mine who
serves on the House Committee on
International Relations with myself,
the gentleman from the great State of
Alabama (Mr. EARL HILLIARD).

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to thank the gentlewoman from Geor-
gia (Ms. MCKINNEY) for yielding to me.

I am deeply disturbed, and I have
been deeply disturbed, about the posi-
tion and the policy that our country
takes as it pertains to certain coun-
tries. And I would like to draw a con-

trast between various countries and
just look at the position that our coun-
try has taken.

We have spent, since 1945, more than
a trillion dollars in the Middle East
dealing with the so-called peace or
warring situation between basically
four or five countries that involve per-
haps less than 50 million people. We
have spent in the last 5 years more
than $200 million in Bosnia. And, once
again, we are trying to participate in,
I guess, a peace effort. If one looks at
the situation as it is occurring now in
Ireland, in England, we realize that our
country has been involved in trying to
work out a peaceful accord.

I applaud the effort of our country in
each one of those situations, and I am
glad that my country is in a position
to make an effort and to be so impor-
tant that either we can come in and
work for peace or be invited to come in
and participate in the peace process in
each one of those instances.

But I recall, as a member of the Ala-
bama House of Representatives and as
a member of the Alabama Senate, when
I had to come to Washington, and col-
leagues who were similarly situated
had to come and force our country or
to lobby our country, the State Depart-
ment, and other governmental offi-
cials, to get involved, and I am speak-
ing of the very early sixties, in the
South Africa situation on the side of
democracy and on the side of justice. It
took us many years, and even then it
was a very difficult situation.

I also recall just recently, in the last
5 years, since I have been in the United
States Congress, when the Congres-
sional Black Caucus had to lobby our
State Department and our government
to get involved with a situation just a
couple hundred miles from our shores,
in Haiti, on the right side, on the side
of democracy and on the side of justice.

And if we look at those two situa-
tions and look at the total of five situ-
ations that I have mentioned, Bosnia,
the Middle East, Ireland, South Africa,
and Haiti, we could somewhat draw a
contrast and understand why our coun-
try did not go to the aid of Rwanda;
why we did not get involved and do the
right thing.

I will leave it to the viewers to draw
what I would consider a logical conclu-
sion, but any time we get involved with
countries that are predominantly of
the white race, immediately we shower
them with all kinds of aid, assistance
and money, and we get involved with
our Army, our Air Force, and any other
type of weapon we have at our disposal.
But when it comes to countries that
might have any lineage of an African
situation, maybe like South Africa or
like Haiti or like Rwanda, we have to,
those of us who are interested, have to
beg our country to come in, even
though it might be in its interest.

Now, there are those of us who wish
to get away from the old situation that
existed in our country a couple hun-
dred years ago, from the situation of
segregation that existed a few decades
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ago, or from the situation of discrimi-
nation based on color and race that ex-
ists now. Unfortunately, when we have
situations that recur, like Rwanda,
like Haiti, and when we see what is
happening in Bosnia and the Middle
East, it is difficult for us to walk away
without looking at the contrast.

And I lay the blame on our State De-
partment. First of all, it does not re-
cruit fairly. It does not have diversity.
And if we look at the State Depart-
ment, we can understand why it dis-
criminates continuously against Afri-
can Americans and against any nation
that may have Africa as a base, wheth-
er it is Haiti or Jamaica or any other
country.

Ms. MCKINNEY. I would just like to
draw the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that the African-American foreign
service officers have filed a lawsuit
against the State Department, because
they have reached a point where they
are frustrated with their inability to be
promoted and the inability of the State
Department to move African Ameri-
cans up through the system and utilize
all of their talents.

As a result of that, unfortunately,
rather than trying to settle this law-
suit, the State Department is fighting
the lawsuit, is fighting settling the
lawsuit. And so that would be one indi-
cation of an attitude that may exist at
the State Department, that might ex-
plain why it is that it is so difficult for
certain decisions that would benefit
the people, the world, of people of color
to be made.

Mr. HILLIARD. The gentlewoman is
very kind when she says a situation
that ‘‘may’’ exist. I would go further
and say a situation of discrimination
and still continual segregation that
does exist. But even so, let me go back
to the Rwanda situation, because that
is the one that we are speaking about
now.

I have here a letter of May 4, 1994,
from the then chairman of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. DONALD PAYNE),
where he invited our government as a
world leader to get involved in the
Rwanda situation. And he writes this
letter as chairperson of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus. He stated that a
vote had been taken and that this not
only was the consensus but it was the
position of the Black Caucus that our
country should intervene, and he out-
lined things that could be done.

He received, and no other members of
the Congressional Black Caucus re-
ceived a reply. Did not receive a reply.
That was May 4, 1994. June 16, 1994 he
wrote back and reminded them of the
first letter he had sent and he outlined
once again the atrocities that were
taking place and the need for the help,
and that was also cosigned by then
Congressperson Kweise Mfume. He did
not receive a letter from the State De-
partment. Not even a letter saying we
received your letter or any type of no-
tation.

Then, on July 20, 1994, in frustration,
the Congressional Black Caucus sent

the President a letter, and the State
Department, stating our frustration
with not being able to get an audience
with the President or those persons at
the State Department who would have
jurisdiction over the matter dealing
with Rwanda. So that there was total
inaction as it pertained to Rwanda.

Now, let me tell my colleagues some-
thing. I do not need people who profit
from segregation and discrimination to
come and apologize to me for some-
thing that was done years ago and
something that is continuing to exist.
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And it does not benefit the hundreds
of thousands of Hutus and the Tutsis
that were killed in Rwanda for some-
one to belatedly go, years later, and
say, ‘‘I was sorry that we did not get
involved.’’ We do not need those type
expressions anymore.

I thought that after World War II and
after what had been done to the Jews
that we were tired of apologizing and
that we were interested in action. And
we have the means and everything that
is necessary to prevent, and we had it
in 1994, to prevent genocide; and we
failed to act. My colleagues cannot for-
give and forget inaction. It was unnec-
essary.

We should have gotten involved, and
there was a request by more than 35
Members of this body to get involved.
Our country failed to do so. And ex-
cuses now equate to zero as far as I am
concerned.

Never again should we permit this to
happen. But in order to make sure it
does not happen again, we have got to
change the policies and the complexion
of our State Department. If they are
going to be there and not be sensitive
to a third of the world’s population,
then there is no use for them to be
there. There is a need for equal treat-
ment throughout this world. And if we
are going to set up ourselves, this
country, as the world’s policemen, then
we ought to do it fairly and not like it
was done.

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, we
have been joined by our colleague, the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
OWENS). But before I yield to my col-
league, I would like to just point to my
map so that we can be clear as to ex-
actly what we are talking about.

The country of Rwanda is a very,
very small, densely populated country
in the Great Lakes region of Africa, in
east central Africa, bordered on the
north by Uganda, here on the east by
Tanzania, on the south by Burundi, and
in the west by the Democratic Republic
of Congo.

We have got an active war situation
that is going on in Burundi and in
Rwanda; and unfortunately, with the
instability that is emanating basically
from Rwanda, it is spilling over into all
of these other countries in the region.
We know that the Democratic Republic
of Congo, formerly Zaire, sits in the
heart of Africa. And, therefore, if we
are interested in stability, rehabilita-

tion, democratization in central Africa
and the Democratic Republic of Congo,
we have got to do our level best to con-
tain the instability in this region. Be-
cause it is this instability that caused
the instability and the march westward
of Laurent Kabila who eventually over
took Mobutu in the first place.

So I wanted to point out exactly the
area that we are talking about and why
this is so important. Because literally
all of central Africa depends on peace,
stability, rehabilitation, economic de-
velopment in this area right here and
settling this question once and for all.

I now yield to my colleague the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. OWENS).

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentlewoman from Georgia
for sharing this special order. It brings
a whole lot of light to a situation that
is still very clouded in a lot of minds.
Certainly, as a person who does not
serve on the Committee on Inter-
national Affairs and who is not famil-
iar with the details, I found some of
her remarks that she made so far very
enlightening.

I am very concerned and would like
for my colleague to clarify in a few
minutes the situation with respect to
the fact that when this conflict broke
out, there were a lot of people who ab-
solved themselves by saying, this is an
internal matter in Rwanda. It is a mat-
ter of them establishing law and order.
It is their business. Or they would say,
it is a civil war between two groups. It
is up to them. The sovereign state of
Rwanda should be left to solve its own
problems, people would say.

But my colleague, in her opening re-
marks, indicated, and I read a few arti-
cles in the past few days, indicated
there was involvement already by out-
side powers to a great extent. First of
all, there was involvement by the
French on an ongoing basis; and I
would like to know just what their role
was. There was involvement by the
Belgians, as they were the largest part
of the peacekeeping force. And the
United Nations was there officially to
carry out a certain purpose.

This was not just a matter of letting
law and order take its course inside the
sovereign state of Rwanda. We already
had involvement there, whereas, in the
final analysis, yes, the people who went
out and took the machetes and hacked
the people to death or stabbed them to
death or shot them to death, God will
hold them guilty for that. They are the
primary perpetrators of the murder
and the genocide.

But let us take a look at what the in-
volvement was, because I am concerned
about the judgment that is always
passed down on Africa. My colleagues
know, ‘‘What happened in the Congo
was all the Congolese fault. It is the
fault of black people not being able to
govern themselves,’’ et cetera. And yet
we know from history that what hap-
pened in the Congo was very much
shaped by the interference of outside
powers, that Mobutu was maintained
by the Central Intelligence Agency of
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the United States; that Lamumba was
not murdered by somebody who was an
employee of the Central Intelligence
Agency; probably he was murdered
probably by an agent of Moey Shumbi.
After somebody in Washington made a
comment that they did not care about
what happened to Lamumba, they
made it clear they wanted Lamumba
out of the way.

So in the history of these conflicts,
repeatedly, even in Somalia, where it
is said the Cold War powers were out of
it, they did not care what happened in
Somalia and there was no interest the
United States had, particularly; it
turns out Italy and some oil companies
based in Italy had some great interest
there and some oil companies in this
country had some great interests too.

So I think it is important, going
back to Rwanda, that we get clear that
there was involvement already by pow-
ers outside of Rwanda. If my colleague
does not mind recapitulating some of
the things she alluded to.

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker,
throughout the 20th century there has
been outside involvement on the con-
tinent of Africa; and unfortunately, the
African peoples are dealing today with
the ramifications and the effects of
that outside intervention.

Even the lines that are drawn that
represent country boundaries are noth-
ing in relation to the boundaries of the
kingdoms that were existent before the
arrival of the European colonialists.
And, unfortunately, the history of U.S.
involvement on the African continent
has always been a nod and a wink to
our European allies to allow them to
work their will, to do whatever they
wanted to do on the African continent;
and they knew that as long as they
were acting in their national interest
that they would have the backing of
the United States.

That is why the United States, my
friend, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. HILLIARD), was at first on the
wrong side in South Africa’s fight.
They were on the wrong side in Mozam-
bique and in Angola. They were on the
wrong side in countless example after
example of interaction on the African
continent to suppress the voices of
those authentic African voices that
were struggling for nationalism and
liberalization from the colonial yoke
and to promote those that would be-
come mere puppets of the colonial em-
pires.

Mr. OWENS. If the gentlewoman
would continue to yield for just a
minute, the French, I admired their
politics domestically, the French peo-
ple do not let their government push
them around right now. They are not
allowing themselves to be put in a situ-
ation where large numbers of unem-
ployed people are just left out there to
suffer. They have got a lot of involve-
ment. And the Government of France
is certainly responsive to its people.

How could the French do something
dirty or something oppressive in Afri-
ca? Were the French in Rwanda respon-
sible for any of this?

Ms. McKINNEY. Well, absolutely.
What the French are doing right now is
having an investigation of what their
role was.

Mr. OWENS. Of their own foreign pol-
icy?

Ms. McKINNEY. That is right. Be-
cause there were members of par-
liament who did not know, who were
uninformed about what the French
Government was actually doing on the
ground.

And then, of course, we have read in
newspaper reports emanating from
France that the attitude of the
Mitterand government was that these
are just black people killing each other
and that is what black people do. And
so then, of course, it was all right for
the French to continue to arm the
Rwandans despite the fact that this is
the kind of thing that was happening.
This is genocide.

Mr. OWENS. The French continued
to arm the Hutus after the genocide
started?

Ms. McKINNEY. Yes.
Mr. HILLIARD. Continued to arm

them?
Ms. McKINNEY. They continued.
This is an example of what was hap-

pening. Here is a baby that was hacked
to death, as my colleagues can see, its
limbs hacked off. This is one genocide
site. And people went to seek shelter
and refuge in churches and in schools
because they were told that this was a
place of safe haven. Even in the
churches they were shot to death,
macheted to death, hacked to death by
the thousands. Here we can see the re-
maining skulls at one of these genocide
sites, obviously a school or a church.

Here is a young woman who has been
hacked. This is what was happening on
the ground while we in Washington and
in Belgium and in Paris looked the
other way. This is what was happening
on the ground in Rwanda.

Mr. OWENS. Did we really look the
other way? If the French were continu-
ing to arm the Hutus, did they not
choose sides and consider that they
wanted to be on the side of the victim
and they really wanted the Hutus to
succeed? I am not saying the French
Government, knowingly, from Paris,
but certainly the representatives of the
French Government in Rwanda. And
the Belgians, I think they withdrew in
order to make it easier for the Hutus
to slaughter the people they wanted to
slaughter. So they were all choosing
the Hutus as the winners, obviously.

Ms. McKINNEY. This was a civil war
as well as a genocide.

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentlewoman will continue to yield,
this may have been a civil war. But it
was also a civil war in Bosnia. And the
European countries got involved, and
this country got involved; and we have
had troops there, and we still have got
troops there.

Mr. OWENS. If the gentlewoman
would yield further, we did not just get
involved in Rwanda. We were already
involved. The United Nations was al-

ready there. We did not have to go get
involved; we were there already.

Mr. HILLIARD. We did not wait on
the United Nations. We took the lead
in Bosnia after the Europeans got in-
volved, before the United Nations made
a declaration. And that is what is so
ironic about all this.

But let me tell my colleagues this.
The United Nations had made a dec-
laration in the Rwanda situation, but
yet the Western powers stood back ex-
cept for France. And after Belgium
pulled out, they just left it to those
who were powerful. And these pictures
my colleague showed, did she realize
that they were not of soldiers, they
were not of males with guns, that the
victims were women and children?
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Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I vis-
ited Gekangordo, which is a site of
genocide at a school. In Gekangordo,
the stench of death hangs in the air.
This is 3 years after the killing. At
Gekangordo, there are 27,000 bodies
that have been unearthed thus far.
There may be more there. When you go
there and you see what happened, it is
impossible to walk away from that and
not be deeply, deeply affected. Unfortu-
nately, at the hearing today, the New
Yorker article that came out, the New
Yorker article came out yesterday
about the genocide facts. This article
was written by Phillip Gorovich, who
talks about the fact that General
Dallaire, who was the United Nations
representative, general on the ground,
sent a fax up to the United Nations and
said, we have got an informant who
only requires safe haven asylum in ei-
ther France, the United States or Bel-
gium. This informant has told us that
there are plans for an extermination of
the Tutsi people. I am going to go in
and remove the weapons caches within
36 hours. We now know that the chief
of staff to Kofi Annan sent a response
back to General Dallaire to not go, to
not remove those arms caches, and in-
stead go tell the extremist Rwandan
government that we know what you
are going to do. So the United Nations
itself now then becomes complicit be-
cause the United Nations had the infor-
mation.

Mr. HILLIARD. And failed to act.
Ms. McKINNEY. And failed to act.

The gentleman is absolutely right.
Mr. HILLIARD. If the gentlewoman

will yield, I have some facts. The first
one I am going to talk about a minute.
It says genocide occurred primarily be-
tween April and June of 1994. If you re-
call, the first letter that the Congres-
sional Black Caucus sent to the Presi-
dent and to the State Department was
May 4. We had reported to them what
was taking place. We continued to send
letters and did not receive any an-
swers. More than 1 million persons
were killed. That means during the
time that our State Department filed
the letters from the Congressional
Black Caucus in file 13 probably as
many as 300,000 people were killed each
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month. They failed to even acknowl-
edge that anything was occurring.
More than 400,000 women were raped.

Ms. McKINNEY. Further, I would
just like to add that the United Na-
tions allowed a general to testify in the
Senate and talk about the success of
the United Nations in Bosnia. We for
our hearing today requested that Gen-
eral Dallaire be allowed to testify at
our hearing. General Dallaire was will-
ing to testify at our hearing, but the
United Nations declined an acceptance
or declined permission for him to tes-
tify and so he did not testify at our
hearing today. Nor did General
Dallaire or Kofi Annan appear before
the Belgian parliament and its own in-
quiry of what happened. They invoked
diplomatic immunity.

Mr. HILLIARD. If the gentlewoman
will yield, how many more times will
this occur? If we are going to use the
resources of this Nation to police the
world, we ought to do it fairly. If we
are going to withdraw from that posi-
tion, then we ought to do that. But we
should not discriminate. And we should
fairly participate in every situation
whether it directly or indirectly affects
us.

There was a slogan that I did not
agree with, but it says something that
he who has power should use it. I often
think that if you use it wisely, then
perhaps you would not have to use it.
Just the thought that you have power
and that it would be used wisely and
fairly would prevent situations like
Rwanda from occurring. But if you
have got it, if you have it and you se-
lectively use it, then you will invite
situations like Rwanda, because they
always would calculate that we do not
have to worry. There is not enough oil
in Rwanda for them to be concerned.
So we can do that and be successful.

Mr. OWENS. I would just like to say
that I agree with 99 percent of what
you are saying. But the thrust of us
being the policeman to the world, I do
not think we want to make it that di-
rectly.

Mr. HILLIARD. We have assumed
that role.

Mr. OWENS. The power of the United
States should be used in concert with
other forces, primarily in concert with
the United Nations. We should try to
strengthen and create the United Na-
tions and create the world order where
we do not have to always be the power
that serves the function of policeman.
We should look at public policy.

Right now we have a United Nations
arrears that this Nation owes that it is
not paying. For the country that has
the largest responsibility with the
United Nations not to pay weakens the
United Nations a great deal, and we do
not create that world order which
would send a message to people out
there that they should not get involved
in this kind of activity. The leaders of
Rwanda probably thought they could
under the cloak of Rwandan sov-
ereignty get away with it and they
probably would have gotten away with

it if there had not been a guerilla war
force that came in and took over. They
may be sitting there right now and jus-
tifying the genocide just as Saddam
Hussein is sitting there justifying him-
self in Iraq.

Mr. HILLIARD. What the gentleman
says is correct. The United States
should react as it deals with world sit-
uations through organized bodies, such
as the United Nations. However, even
as late as one and a half months ago,
the United States indicated if Saddam
Hussein did not allow the inspectors to
come in, it would not wait on any
United Nations resolution or any other
body. It would take it on its own to in-
tervene. We did that in Korea. We did
not wait on the United Nations. We got
involved. We did it in Vietnam. We did
not wait on the United Nations. We got
involved.

When it is in the interest of this
country or when the powers to be at
the State Department and at the very
top decide that they are going to do
something, they do not wait on the
world body. What you say ought to be
the case, that should be our policy, but
in actuality it is not our policy.

Mr. OWENS. We should establish a
war crimes tribunal so that these peo-
ple know that they are going to be
brought to justice in the end. We want
to send a message to people like the
dictators in Nigeria right now that we
are not going to sit by and tolerate
them having sovereign immunity to do
whatever they want to do. The whole
world should have some kind of stand-
ard that is clear out there and we
ought to move in the direction of sup-
porting that kind of thing through the
United Nations and the World Court
and make it clear that you are not
going to get away with it. By doing
that, we would prevent a lot of the
kind of genocides that are taking
place, too many have taken place, we
have this one that happens to be the
biggest one, but we are leaving out
Cambodia and Yugoslavia and Serbia.
They were about to destroy one of the
oldest cultured cities in the world, Sa-
rajevo. So it could break out anywhere.
We have got to send a clear message
that the world will not tolerate it. Part
of the reason that message will be ac-
cepted as meaningful is that the United
States stands behind it, with its force
and its power, stands behind a doctrine
which says we will not tolerate sov-
ereign predators wiping out whole
groups of people or doing other kinds of
things that really are just not accept-
able in this civilization.

Ms. MCKINNEY. I would like to men-
tion and commend other Members of
Congress who at least spoke out on this
issue at the time. We know that from
the Congressional Black Caucus, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAYNE) submitted those three letters
to the President three times and to the
State Department, and three times he
received absolutely no response. But
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Mica)
also spoke out on this issue and the

need for U.S. intervention to stop the
genocide, to stop what was happening,
to save those innocent lives. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) also
spoke out against what he saw as inac-
tion on the part of the administration.
I would also like to thank the people
who came to the hearing today and tes-
tified.

Mr. Dick McCall from USAID was the
only person who was given authoriza-
tion to show up at the hearing today.
And so the absence of the State De-
partment then raises more questions
than it answers. Because as we got tes-
timony from all of the witnesses, we
understand that there are some an-
swers that reside within the highest
levels of the State Department, and the
American people and the Members of
Congress and the Congressional Black
Caucus and all of the people who did
speak out and the countless Americans
who were concerned at the time and
who are now concerned deserve to
know the answers.

We also had Ambassador Shaharyar
Khan travel all the way from Pakistan
to be with us. Senator Alain Destexhe,
who promoted the investigation in Bel-
gium, traveled all the way from Bel-
gium to be with us. Kathi Austin, Holly
Burkhalter, Alison Des Forges, Jeff
Drumtra and Mr. Francois-Xavier
Nsanzuwera all came from various
points around the globe to be with us
today at today’s hearing. Yet the State
Department could not emerge from
Foggy Bottom to tell us what the heck
was going on, what did they know, and
when did they know it.

Mr. OWENS. Again, I hope that the
committee that the gentlewoman sits
on will seriously push for some rem-
edies that would help avoid these situa-
tions in the future that they would
never happen again with the United
States sitting on the sideline, that we
would have a clear way to intervene
and we send a clear message that Presi-
dent Clinton has called us an indispen-
sable Nation. One reason we are is that
we have the economic power and the
military power. We will use our power
in concert with the rest of the world to
guarantee that there will never be any
millions of people being killed while
the rest of the world sits by and watch-
es without intervening.

Ms. MCKINNEY. I would just like to
say that we know what happened in
Rwanda. I have not made it through all
1,180 pages of this book, Rwanda,
Death, Despair and Defiance, which
was written by Rakiya Omaar at Afri-
can Rights in London. I went to Lon-
don to meet with Rakiya, to hear first-
hand what she had to say as she inter-
viewed hundreds and hundreds and
hundreds of genocide survivors and of
the genocide there in the prisons in
Rwanda. We know what happened in
Rwanda, thanks to Rakiya Omaar.
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Thanks to Senator Alain Destexhe in
Belgium we know what happened in
Belgium. We know why the Belgian
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troops withdrew, and he has come to
the United States to help us to under-
stand what happened in Belgium.
Thanks to French parliamentarians we
are beginning to understand what hap-
pened in Paris, what motivated Paris
French behavior on the ground in
Rwanda. Three governments were fore-
warned, and two of them are now ask-
ing themselves why they stood by and
let 1 million people be slaughtered. The
United States and the United Nations
must do the same.

Senator Destexhe delivered a letter
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) today and to our committee
requesting that the United States hold
a similar investigation; since the
United States was one of three coun-
tries privy to the information that a
genocide was about to take place, that
the United States ought to look at it in
critical self-examination to make sure
that never again means never again.

I yield to my colleague from Ala-
bama.

Mr. HILLIARD. Thank you very
much. You gave credit to those persons
who were properly due; however, you
failed to mention one, and that is the
Congresswoman from Georgia (Ms.
MCKINNEY). Let me personally thank
you for your hard work and for your
forthrightness and for your determina-
tion to come forth without any type of
political fear of repercussions and let
this country know what it should have
been doing at the time and even now.

It has been 4 years since about a mil-
lion persons were killed in 90 days
when our country failed to react, and I
thank you for not letting this country
forget its inaction. Never again, I agree
with you, but I thank you.

And I have for the RECORD something
that I will submit, but I would like to
just read the last paragraph:

I would like to acknowledge the hard
work of my good friend from Georgia
and thank her for making time for us
to speak out on such a horrifying issue.
We should not sit idly by while people
are being slaughtered. Never ever
again.

So I thank you and I commend you
for a job well done.

COMMENT ON RWANDAN GENOCIDE

Never . . . again!
Never again!
Those two simple words are used when re-

ferring to the Holocaust.
However, I come to the House floor this

evening with a heavy heart to speak on some-
thing that should have never happened again.
I am here to speak on what is the fourth anni-
versary of the Rwandan genocide.

It has been four years since one million
Rwandan people were slaughtered by their
former friends and neighbors. I am talking
about the loss of one million people in the
span of just 90 days.

One million people murdered in 90 days.
To reach this number in 90 days required

Hutus (who-toos) to butcher 463 Tutsis (toot-
sees) and moderate Hutus every hour of every
day for 90 straight days.

The total pre-genocide population of Rwan-
da was about 7 million people. After only three

months, one-seventh of Rwanda’s popu-
lation—men, women and children—lay dead in
the streets. To put this massacre in some type
of perspective. . . . The killings would be the
same as slaughtering every African-American
man, woman and child—approximately 37 mil-
lion people—or one-seventh of the United
States population in just 90 days.

We can discuss how terrible it is that this
event even took place, but what really must be
discussed is whether it ever had to happen at
all.

It has been discovered that the international
community, including the United States Gov-
ernment, was aware that genocide in Rwanda
was imminent. A hearing was held just this
morning in the House International Relations
Committee on this very issue. And in that
hearing, witnesses who were on the front lines
in Rwanda reported that the United Nations,
and the governments of the United States,
France, United Kingdom, Belgium, and other
countries, were fully apprised of not only esca-
lating tension between Hutus and Tutsis, but
more importantly, the United Nations and
these governments were made aware of plans
for mass genocide by the Hutus against the
Tutsis.

Even with knowledge of the planned geno-
cide, the United Nations peace-keeping troops
were reduced from 2,500 to only 270.

I repeat . . . only 270 troops were retained,
even with knowledge of a planned mass geno-
cide.

I cannot accept that the State Department
and the administration would have knowledge
of this situation and not inform members of
Congress. I am further angered by the fact
that the State Department failed to appear at
our hearing this morning, hiding behind ridicu-
lous department rules.

The value of African lives cannot . . . and
will not, be so easily cast aside. I will not allow
the administration of this country to serve lip
service to its commitment to African issues—
but more importantly African lives.

I, with other members here tonight, plan to
get to the bottom of this issue, and determine
exactly who knew what, and when they knew
it. Belgium, France, and the United Nations
are all currently going through some form of
truth-seeking process. It is high time the
United States did the same.

We will find out who knew in advance that
genocide was imminent. And where there was
knowledge of any inaction, we must speak out
and hold those people and governments ac-
countable—even those here in the United
States.

I would like to acknowledge the hard work
of my good friend from Georgia, and thank her
for making time for us to speak out on such
a horrifying issue. We should not sit idly by
while people are being slaughtered.

Never . . . ever . . . again!
Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you very

much.
Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this time

to make this presentation to our col-
leagues and the Congress and to our
audience, the American people.

Never again is supposed to mean
never again, and we now must demand
that we understand fully what hap-
pened and why it happened.

Unfortunately, the State Department
chose to not show up at a very impor-
tant hearing. They chose to duck the

answers of the people who came to
present their questions. And in re-
sponse to that, then, I have to add my
voice to the tens of other people who
were at that hearing today who were
calling for an investigation.

I now call for an investigation of
what happened so that indeed when we
say never again the world community
will know that never again means
never again.

Bruxelles, Belgium, May 5, 1998.
Hon. BENJAMIN GILMAN,
Chairman, House Committee on International

Relations, Rayburn Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GILMAN: I am writing
to recommend that the United States Con-
gress undertake an investigation into the
events surrounding the 1994 genocide in
Rwanda. During that time, I was the Sec-
retary General of Médecins sans Frontières
(Doctors without Borders). In this capacity,
I visited Rwanda just before and just after
the genocide. In 1995, I became a Member of
Parliament and initiated the Belgian Senate
Committee of Inquiry on the Rwanda geno-
cide.

Our Committee of Inquiry heard testimony
from 95 witnesses, including Belgian Min-
isters, Diplomats and members of the Mili-
tary. The Committee also consulted all docu-
ments from 1993 and 1994 in the Foreign Af-
fairs and Defense Ministries, including all
correspondence between Kigali and Brussels.

Two main questions were addressed: Before
the genocide, were the Belgian authorities
and others aware of the fact that it was
under preparation? After the genocide start-
ed on 7 April, 1994, why did the UN decide to
withdraw almost all its forces from Rwanda?

Concerning the period before the genocide,
our Committee concluded that: ‘‘. . . at the
latest in mid-January 1994, the Belgian au-
thorities had a series of relevant information
regarding, if not the preparation of genocide,
at least the existence of the preparation of
large scale massacres . . . On the other hand,
several actors (UN, other states . . .) that
had the same type of information did not
give it the necessary importance . . . .’’
(page 506)

Although the Committee decided not to be
more specific about the ‘‘other states,’’ this
is clearly a reference to France and the
United States. We based that conclusion on
various evidence, in particular documents
from the files of the Belgian Ministries of
Defense and Foreign Affairs. Among others,
we found 19 documents in which there is
mention of a Machiavellian plan of desta-
bilization and massacres. There is no reason
to believe that similar information was not
at the disposal of the American and French
Ambassadors and the UN Representatives.
Most important is a cable sent on January
11, 1994, almost three months before the
genocide, by General Dallaire, the Com-
mander of the UN forces in Rwanda
(UNAMIR), to the UN Headquarters in New
York, based on information provided to him
by a key informer. This cable revealed a fair-
ly detailed plan explaining how the genocide
was organized in Kigali. It mentions that the
principal aim of Interhamwe (the militia of
the President’s party) in the past was to pro-
tect Kigali from the Rwandan Patriotic
Front (RPF). He noted that a campaign was
under way by Interhamwe to register all
Tutsi in Kigali, he says he suspected that
this was for their extermination. He quotes
an Interhamwe informant as saying that in
twenty minutes his personnel could kill up
to 1,000 Tutsi.

This cable’s importance cannot be over-
estimated. How many times has the United
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Nations received from its Force Commander
in a country a warning of a possible, even
probable, extermination?

In the cable, General Dallaire announced
his intention to take action within 48 hours
and requested protection for his informer.
UN Headquarters answered that the action
he had planned to take was not authorized
because it did not fall within the UNAMIR
mandate. Dallaire was instructed to contact
the three ambassadors from Belgium, France
and the United States, and ask them to in-
tervene with President Habyarimana of
Rwanda. He was also instructed to request
from these countries protection and asylum
for his informer.

The contents of the cable shared with the
American, French and Belgian Ambassadors
in Kigali. According to the special represent-
ative of Secretary General Boutros Ghali,
‘‘They expressed serious concern and indi-
cated that they would consult with their
capital and would act accordingly.’’ On Jan-
uary 13, 1994, all three ambassadors met
President Habyarimana and expressed their
concern that the Arusha Peace Agreements
(which were supposed to bring a peaceful
transition in Rwanda) were being violated by
his political party and his supporters. Apart
from this, very little was done to stop the
perpetrators of the genocide. I strongly be-
lieve that if General Dallaire’s cable had
been widely publicized at the time, the geno-
cide could have been avoided.

We should remember that nearly one mil-
lion people were killed in less than three
months in Rwanda in 1994. We should also re-
call that the Rwandan killings were an at-
tempt to eradicate an entire people, and as
such constitute one of very few unequivocal
genocides in the twentieth century. A crime
of this nature and scale demands full inves-
tigation. The Rwandan genocide dem-
onstrated that the lesson of the Holocaust
still has not been learned. At the end of the
day, everyone is accountable for their ac-
tions when genocide crimes against human-
ity are at stake.

Belgium, France, the United States and
the United Nations also share a responsibil-
ity for not doing more—indeed, doing almost
nothing—to prevent or stop the killings. The
genocide of the Tutsi in Rwanda took place
in a country where 2,500 UN blue helmets
were deployed and supposed to maintain
peace and protect human lives. They could
have prevented the killings, both before and
during the genocide.

The role of Belgium in this tragedy has
been fully examined by the Belgian Senate
Committee. That of France is currently
being investigated in the French Parliament.
The victims, but also humanity at large, de-
serve to know the full truth concerning the
two others major international players—the
United States and the United Nations.

To conclude, I would first like to note that
I fully welcome the initiatives of the Clinton
Administration to prevent further genocide
and bring justice in the Great Lakes region,
initiatives which were taken after the presi-
dential trip to Africa.

However, more needs to be done. A full in-
vestigation on the part of the United States
can help to improve the chances that such
suffering will not be repeated. In attempting
to move forward, the past must be taken in
account. The 1994 genocide remains a central
issue to understanding the situation in the
Great Lakes region. It also highlighted the
deep inadequacies in the way the inter-
national community responds to signs of im-
pending crisis. We cannot prevent future
tragedies if we do not come to terms with
the past; in the United States as in Belgium,

that process must involve examining the role
this government played in Rwanda in 1994.

Sincerely,
ALAIN DESTEXHE,

Member of the Parliament of Belgium,
President, International Crisis Group

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank my colleague, the gentlelady from Geor-
gia, Ms. MCKINNEY, for organizing this Special
Order. Her dedication to Africa is exemplary.

Mr. Speaker, four years ago the people of
Rwanda suffered unimaginable horror. Up to
one million Rwandans were slaughtered by
their countrymen in only three months. Radi-
cals associated with the Government of Rwan-
da organized the killings of Tutsis and mod-
erate Hutus. The killing only stopped when the
Rwandan Patriotic Front, now the government
of Rwanda, overthrew the genocidal regime.

The atrocious events of 1994 will scar
Rwanda for generations. Indeed, the entire
world has become a less humane place be-
cause of them. Earlier today, the Subcommit-
tee on International Operations and Human
Rights of the Committee on International Rela-
tions, chaired by our distinguished colleague,
CHRIS SMITH, held a hearing on many aspects
of the 1994 Rwandan genocide. The genocide
remains relevant today, Mr. Speaker, because
the conditions in Central Africa make another
genocide possible.

Ethnic and cultural rivalries are still deadly
in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Burundi
and Rwanda. Innocent men, women and chil-
dren—in all three countries—are being killed
today because of the groups to which they be-
long.

The United States failed to intervene in the
1994 genocide, Mr. Speaker. I hope that by
reflecting on the events of those horrible three
months, we can do more to avert tragedy next
time.

Again, let me thank the gentlelady from
Georgia, Ms. MCKINNEY, for organizing this
special order, and also the gentleman from
New Jersey, Mr. SMITH, for holding his hearing
earlier today.

f

FREEDOM OF RELIGION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak to the
House and other citizens about a major
issue which we will have on the floor of
this body in 1 month.

Mr. Speaker, we have a great rev-
erence and respect in the United States
of America, and properly so, for the
Constitution that was assembled and
ratified by the States some 200 years
ago, and the very first liberty that was
put in the Bill of Rights, added to the
original Constitution, is religious free-
dom.

The first amendment begins, Con-
gress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion or prohibit-
ing the free exercise thereof, and with
those plain simple words the Founding
Fathers intended to establish two basic
simple concepts. First, that this land
would not have any official church so
designated by an act of the Federal

Government; secondly, that we would
have the maximum of religious liberty
in the United States of America.

Why did so many people come to this
country if not seeking a land where
they could freely exercise their reli-
gious beliefs and where they could ex-
ercise it right next to someone who
might have some differences of faith
but who would have not only a toler-
ance but a respect for those differences;
who would say to one another, you may
have your belief and I may have mine,
and we believe that all men have a
God-given right to acknowledge God
according to the dictates of their own
conscience; worship who, where, or how
they may, and we respect that right,
and we are not offended by the fact
that someone may have a differing reli-
gious belief.

But, Mr. Speaker, it started 36 years
ago that the Supreme Court took that
very plain and simple language, that
very plain and simple meaning, and
they started to twist it, they started to
distort it, they started to make mis-
directed rulings and basically said that
if you are on public property, like a
school, if you are on public property
and you engage in an act of prayer or
other religious expression, that that is
the same as if this Congress had said
that we are going to select for the
American people what their faith must
be. They said basically that an individ-
ual or a group of people coming to-
gether when they are on public prop-
erty is the same as telling people what
their beliefs must be as establishing a
national church, an official religion.
They are not the same thing at all.

But in 1962 the U.S. Supreme Court
ruled that even when, even when stu-
dents voluntarily choose to recite a
prayer together, even when there was
no compulsion that was involved, that
was unconstitutional. And so began the
controversy that has continued for a
generation over voluntary prayer in
public schools.

It has gotten so bad, Mr. Speaker,
that the add-on decisions from the U.S.
Supreme Court just made it worse. For
example, in 1985, and Mr. Speaker, this
was a decision that came from your
home State of Alabama; the State of
Alabama had passed a law that said,
well, the Supreme Court says we can-
not have vocal prayers by groups of
students in public school, but we will
permit students to have a moment of
silence. A moment of silence was per-
mitted by the Alabama law, and in 1985
the United States Supreme Court, just
across the street from the Capitol
building over here, the United States
Supreme Court said permitting a mo-
ment of silence was unconstitutional
because it could be used by students for
silent prayer.

Now I thought the Constitution at
least guaranteed the right to remain
silent, but not if you are using that si-
lence in a school to offer a prayer. That
was the U.S. Supreme Court. That is
part of the warped rulings that have so
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